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REMARKS 

Claims 1-58 are pending. Claims 1-7, 9, 11, 12-14, 19-29. 31, 33-36, 41-50. 53-58 
stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No, 6,182,097 
to Hansen et al. Claims 8, 10, 30 and 32 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,182,097 to Hansen et al. in view of U.S. Patent No, 
6,925,442 to Shapira et al. Claims 15-18, 37-40, 51 and 52 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C, 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,182,097 to Hansen et al. in view of 
U.S. Patent No. 6,065,068 to Foote. 

Reconsideration is requested. The rejections are traversed. No new matter is added. 
Claims 1, 18, 23, 34, 40, 45. 51. 53. and 56 are amended. Claims 7, 29, 54, and 57 are 
cancelled. Claims 1-6, 8-28, 30-53, 55-56, and 58 remain in the case for consideration. 

REJECTIONS UNDER 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
Rejections over Hansen 

Claim 1 is directed toward a method for storing network traffic data, the method 
comprising: retrieving a hit record of network traffic data; assigning the hit record to a 
visitor; recognizing visit information for the visitor based on the bit record; identifying a 
content group viewed by the visitor; and storing the visit information for the visitor and the 
content group viewed by the visitor in a database. 

Claim 23 is directed toward a computer-readable medium containing a program to 
store network traffic data, the program comprising: retrieval software to retrieve a hit record 
of network traffic data; assignment software to assign the hit record to a visitor; recognition 
software to recognize visit information for the visitor based on the hit record; identification 
software to identify a content group viewed by the visitor, and storing software to store the 
visit information for the visitor and the content group viewed by the visitor in a database. 

Claim 45 is directed toward an apparatus designed to store network traffic data, the 
apparatus comprising: a computer system; at least one hit record on the computer system; a 
database on the computer system, the database designed to store visit information derived 
from the hit record; and means for deriving visit information from the hit record on the 
computer system, the visit information including at least one content group viewed by at least 
one visitor. 

In contrast, Hansen teaches a method for characterizing patterns of usage of a website. 
Hits are organized into visits. A shadow directory is constructed from the visits that compiles 
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information relating hits made to web components. The information is then hierarchically 
organized, and the information stored, so that it cm be organized as another website. 

Common to all three of claims 1, 23, and 45 is the concept of a content group viewed 
by a visitor. As described on page 6, lines 23-28 of the specification, and more specifically at 
page 6, lines 23-24, "( c l° ntent groups , . . define particular types of content offered by the 
business that can be viewed by the visitor". Hansen does not teach this feature: specifically, 
that content viewed by a visitor can be identified. 

In rejecting claims 7 and 29 (where these features were originally presented before 
being moved into claim 1 in this amendment), the Examiner cites to column 6, lines 46-5 1 . 
But in the cited section of Hansen, Hansen describes organizing 4< the population requesting a 
given link". In other words, Hansen is not identifying a content group viewed by a visitor: 
Hansen is organizing visitors that have viewed a particular piece of content. These two 
functionalities do not represent the same concept, and are not interchangeable. 

As Hansen does not teach or suggest identifying a content group viewed by a visitor, 
claims 1, 23, and 45 are patentable under 35 US.C. § 103(a) over Hansen. Accordingly, 
claims 1, 23, and 45 are allowable, along with dependent claims 2-6, 8-22, 24-28, 30-44, and 
52. 

Claim 9 is directed toward a method according to claim 1, the method further 
comprising extracting the visit information from a web-based form. 

Claim 31 is directed toward a computer-readable medium containing a program 
according to claim 23, the program further comprising extraction software to extract the visit 
information from a web-based form. 

Both claims 9 and 3 1 describe extracting the visit information from a web-based form. 
In rejecting these claims, the Examiner cites to column 12, lines 3-7 of Hansen. The 
Applicant first notes that the cited portion of Hansen is part of the claims. If Hansen does not 
describe anywhere else what is intended by this language, then Hansen does not provide an 
enabling description sufficient to enable Hansen as a proper reference. 

But regardless of whether or not Hansen is enabled, the cited portion of Hansen only 
describes extracting selected information. The cited portion of Hansen does not describe 
extracting visit information from a web-based form, as claimed. Indeed, nowhere does 
Hansen even mention web-based forms, let alone extracting visit information from web-based 
forms. 
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As Hansen does not teach or suggest extracting visit information from a web-based 
form, claims 9 and 31 are patentable under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Hansen. Accordingly, 
claims 9 and 31 are allowable. 

Claim 11 is directed toward a method according to claim 1, the method Anther 
comprising eliminating inaccurate counting of visit information from the database. 

Claim 33 is directed toward a computer-readable medium containing a program 
according to claim 23, the program further comprising elimination software to eliminate 
inaccurate counting of visit information from the database. 

Claim 49 is directed toward an apparatus according to claim 45, the apparatus further 
comprising means for eliminating inaccurately counted the visit information. 

The Examiner has cited to 8, line 22 of Hansen as teaching eliminating inaccurate 
counting of visit information. The Examiner briefly mentions the misuse of cookies 
described in Hansen, without explaining how the misuse of cookies could eliminate the 
inaccurate count of visit information. 

At page 10, line 31, through page 1 1, line 20, the specification describes some fonns 
of inaccurate counting of visit information; page 15, lines 1-12 describe two embodiments of 
how to eliminate inaccurate counting of visit information. The Applicant believes that the 
specification is clear on what is meant by inaccurate counting of visit information: there is an 
inaccurate count when the analysis of the hit records suggests more or fewer visits than 
actually occurred. 

In contrast, the cited portion of Hansen merely mentions that some users are 
distrustful of the purposes for which servers would deposit cookies on a client machine, and 
are refusing to allow servers to place cookies on their machines. This has nothing to do 
eliminating inaccurate counts: if anything, the refusal of a client to allow a server to put a 
cookie on the client's machine is likely to increase count inaccuracy, if the server depends on 
cookies to identify visitors. 

While it is true that Hansen discloses embodiments for determining visitors without 
using cookies, this fact is irrelevant to this argument. The Examiner has cited to the 
embodiment of Hansen that uses cookies to identify visitors. Using that embodiment, if a 
client refuses the server permission to place a cookie on the client machine, then the server 
will have an inaccurate count of visitors. That there might be an alternative approach to 
counting visits is irrelevant under this embodiment 
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And even if one could combine the embodiment of Hansen that uses cookies with one 
of the embodiments described by Hansen that does not use cookies to count visits, the 
combination still does not teach how to eliminate inaccurate counts. Counts could be 
inaccurate for any number of reasons. For example, using the cookie embodiment, if a user 
were to permit a cookie to be placed on his or her machine at the start of the visit, and during 
the course of the visit delete the cookie, the server would think that the later website hits are 
from a different visit (even if a new cookie is placed on the user's machine). And in either 
embodiment, if a visit were underway at the time the system analyzes for visits, the hits that 
occurred after the analysis would be considered a separate visit, even though when analyzed 
using a different time window they would be considered a single visit. These examples show 
how there could be inaccurate counts in Hansen: Hansen does not teach or suggest how to 
address these inaccuracies. 

As Hansen does not teach or suggest eliminating inaccurate counting of visit 
information, claims 1 1, 33, and 49 are patentable under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Hansen. 
Accordingly, claims 1 1, 33, and 49 are allowable, along with dependent claims 12-14, 34-36, 
and 50. 

Claim 13 is directed toward a method according to claim 12, wherein: the method 
further comprises storing the hit record in a database; and eliminating inaccurate counting 
further includes regenerating visit information from the hit record in the database for the open 
visit. 

Claim 35 is directed toward a computer-readable medium containing a program 
according to claim 34, wherein: the program further comprises storing software to store the 
hit record in a database; and the elimination software further includes regenerating software 
to regenerate visit information from the hit record in the database for the open visit. 

The dictionary definition of the transitive sense of "regenerate** is 4< to generate or 
produce anew": see http:/Avww.m-w.com/dic tionarv/regenerating (a copy of which is 
attached). In contrast, Hansen tracks activity relative to web components {see column 10, 
lines 1-3). Hansen does not teach regenerating visit information under any circumstances, let 
alone as part of eliminating inaccurate counts (which, as argued above, Hansen does not 
teach). 

The Examiner has cited to column 7, lines 20-22 as teaching regenerating the visit 
information. But the cited portion of Hansen in fact describes problems with the prior art that 
required regeneration: the embodiments of Hansen in fact teach away from the need for 
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regenerating visit information. In addition, Hansen says that Regenerated each time the Web 
site was altered" (column 7, lines 21-22). In other words, there is a pre-condition described 
in Hansen for regeneration: the website has to be altered. In the claims, no such pre- 
condition exists. Regeneration is to eliminate inaccurate counting from an open visit. Thus, 
Hansen does not teach regenerating as claimed. 

As Hansen does not teach or suggest regenerating visit information from the hit 
record in the database for the open visit, claims 13 and 35 are patentable under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) over Hansen. Accordingly, claims 13 and 35 are allowable. 

Claim 14 is directed toward a method according to claim 12, wherein eliminating 
inaccurate counting further includes: detecting an open visit in a current time slice; 
determining a corresponding visit in an adjacent time slice; and adding visit information from 
the open visit to the corresponding visit 

Claim 36 is directed toward a computer-readable medium containing a program 
according to claim 34, wherein the elimination software further includes: detection software 
to detect an open visit in a current time slice; determination software to determine a 
corresponding visit in an adjacent time slice; and addition software to add visit information 
from the open visit to the corresponding visit 

In rejecting claims 14 and 36, the Examiner has cited to column 2, lines 21-30 of 
Hansen, and referring to the fact that Hansen teaches requesting records chronologically. But 
this rejection ignores the language of the claims. First, requesting records chronologically 
has nothing to do with detecting an open visit in a time slice. As explained at page 9, line 32 
through page 1 0, line I, an open visit is a visit from an earlier import operation to which a hit 
record is assigned- Nowhere does Hansen teach or suggest that a visit might have been 
started before the current set of records are imported. 

It is true that, during the course of examining any individual hit record, there will be 
visits that began before that hit record was generated. But that does not mean that such a visit 
is an open visit as claimed- The Examiner is requested to note that the definition of an open 
visit uses the term "import operation". During an import operation, a number of hit records 
are processed. Hansen does not explicitly describe any analogue to this concept: the closest 
implicit analogue that can be found in Hansen would be the processing of all the records in 
the log file during a preprocessing, as described in column 7, line 23 through column 11, line 
26 of Hansen. And even if such an analogy were made, Hansen still fails to teach or suggest 
the concept of an open visit as claimed. 
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Second, the claims describe the concepts of a current time slice and an adjacent time 
slice. A time slice is, as described on page 9, lines 9-tO of the specification, an interval of 
time. But an individual record occurs at a single point in time: it does not span an interval. 
Thus, Hansen also fails to teach the concept of time slices as claimed* 

As Hansen does not teach or suggest open visits or time slices, claims 14 and 36 are 
patentable under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Hansen. Accordingly, claims 14 and 36 are 
allowable. 

Claim 20 is directed toward a method according to claim 1, the method Anther 
comprising purging the visit information from the database. 

Claim 22 is directed toward a method according to claim 21, further comprising 
purging the hit record from the database. 

Claim 42 is directed toward a computer-readable medium containing a program 
according to claim 23, the program further comprising purging software to purse the visit 
information from the database. 

Claim 44 is directed toward a computer-readable medium containing a program 
according to claim 43, the program ftirther comprising purging software to purge the hit 
record from the database. 

Claim SO is directed toward an apparatus according to claim 49, wherein the means 
for e liminat ing includes means for purging the inaccurately counted visit information from 
the database. 

In rejecting claim 20, 22, 42, 44, and 50, the Examiner has cited to column 2, lines 
61-67 of Hansen. The Examiner has stated that M . . . Web page giving a user access to usage 
information, in this case, the visit/hit record information must be purged to the user in order 
for the user to access this type of usage information" (see Office Action dated October 31, 
2005, page 6). 

To begin with, the Applicant does not agree with, or even understand, the Examiner's 
logic. On page 7 of the Office Action dated October 31 , 2005, the Examiner states that [i]t 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's 
invention to purge the visit/hit record information with the motivation of allowing the release 
of this type of information to one who requests it." But if the visit/hit record information has 
been purged (that is, deleted), then there is no information that can be released <4 to one who 
requests it". The Applicant would appreciate the Examiner explaining why giving a user 
access to usage information mandates that the visit/hit record information be purged. 
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The only interpretation the Applicant can provide for the Examiner's statement, based 
on the cited portion of Hansen, is that purging, as used by the Examiner, refers to clearing the 
screen so that other information can be displayed. But there are two problems with this 
interpretation. First, this "purging" would not be the type of purging referred to in the claims. 
Second, in fact, Hansen is clear that such "purging*' is not required. 

First, the claims are all clear that the information being purged is being purged from 
the database. Since the database is distinguishable from the display, clearing the display is 
not what is being claimed. This means that Hansen does not teach or suggest the claimed 
feature. 

Second, in column 2, lines 65-66, Hansen states that "Respective displays of Web- 
site content and of usage information can coexist on the screen". If content and usage 
information can coexist, then it is not true that one information "roust be purged'* (according 
to the Examiner) to display the other information. Thus, Hansen explicitly teaches away 
from "purging" in this context, and the Examiner is incorrect in arguing that Hansen teaches 
purging. 

As Hansen does not teach or suggest purging any information (be it visit information, 
hit records, or inaccurately counted visit information), claims 20, 22, 42, 44, and 50 are 
patentable under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) over Hansen. Accordingly, claims 20, 22, 42, 44, and 50 
are allowable. 

Claim 53 is directed toward a method for tracking a visit information, the method 
comprising: assigning a name to the visit information; identifying a uniform resource locator 
(URL) and a parameter name for the value for the visit information; specifying the URL and 
the parameter name as a source of a value for the visit information; and storing the name of 
the visit information and the source of a value for the visit information in a database. 

Claim 56 is directed toward a computer-readable medium containing a program to 
track a visitor characteristic, the program comprising: assignment software to assign a name 
to the visit information; identification software to identify a uniform resource locator (URL) 
and a parameter name for the value for the visit information; specification software to specify 
the URL and the parameter name as a source of a value for the visit information; and storage 
software to store the name of the visit information and the source of a value for the visit 
information in a database. 

Claims 53 and 56 have been amended to include features from claims 54 and 57. 
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In rejecting previously-pending claims 54 and 57, the Examiner indicated that at 
column 3, lines 28-32. Hansen taught the feature of identifying a uniform resource locator 
and a parameter name for the value for the visit information. But, in fact, all that the cited 
portion of Hansen describes each web component is stored in a file, which is identified by its 
URL. Hansen even states "[a]s is well known 1 ' in introducing this sentence (see column 3, 
line 30): clearly, Hansen is referring to concepts previously known in the art 

The Applicant notes that the cited portion of Hansen only mentions URLs. There is 
no mention in the cited portion of Hansen (or anywhere else in Hansen) about a parameter 
name. But claims 53 and 56 recite that "the URL and the parameter name [are specified] as a 
source of a value for the visit information". So the source of the value for the visit 
information includes the parameter name. As Hansen does not teach parameter names, 
Hansen does not teach the features of claims 53 and 56. 

As Hansen does not teach or suggest purging any information (be it visit information, 
hit records, or inaccurately counted visit information), claims 53 and 56 are patentable under 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Hansen. Accordingly, claims 53 and 56 are allowable, along with 
dependent claims 55 and 58. 

Rejections over Hansen in view of Shapira 

Claim 10 is directed toward a method according to claim 9, wherein extracting the 
visit information includes identifying an amount of money spent during a visit. 

Claim 32 is directed toward a computer-readable medium containing a program 
according to claim 31. wherein the extraction software includes identification software to 
identify an amount of money spent during a visit 

The Examiner has acknowledged that Hansen "fail[s] to disclose wherein extracting 
the visit information includes identifying an amount of money spent during a visit" (see 
Office Action dated October 31, 2005, page 10). The Examiner cites to column 2, lines 5-12 
of Shapira. At the cited portion, Shapira recites "[i]n the above example, although the 
$500.00 advertising campaign generated more hits, if none of those visitors made any 
purchase of the businesses products or services, their collective value would be close to 
$0.00. On the other band, although the $1,000.00 advertising campaign generated fewer hits, 
those visitors might all have purchased products or services, making their collective value at 
least several hundreds of thousands of dollars". This is distinguishable from 'identifying an 
amount of money spent during a visit". 
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As neither Hansen nor Shapira teaches identifying an amount of money spent during a 
visit, claims 10 and 32 are patentable under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Hansen in view of 
Shapira. Accordingly, claims 10 and 32 are allowable. 

Rejections over Hansen in view of Foote 

Claim 15 is directed toward a method according to claim 1, wherein storing the visit 
information includes: using a semaphore on the database for a time range; and releasing the 
semaphore after the visit information is stored. 

Claim 16 is directed toward a method according to claim 15, wherein storing the visit 
information fUrther includes blocking an operation on the time range until the semaphore is 
released. 

Claim 17 is directed toward a method according to claim 1, further comprising: using 
a semaphore on the database; retrieving the visit information from the database; and releasing 
the semaphore after the visit information is retrieved. 

Claim 37 is directed toward a computer-readable medium containing a program 
according to claim 23, wherein the storing software includes: using software to use a 
semaphore on the database for a time range; and releasing software to release the semaphore 
after the visit information is stored. 

Claim 38 is directed toward a computer-readable medium containing a program 
according to claim 37, wherein the storing software Anther includes blocking software to 
block an operation on the time range until the semaphore is released. 

Claim 39 is directed toward a computer-readable medium containing a program 
according to claim 23, the program further comprising: using software to use a semaphore on 
the database; retrieval software to retrieve the visit information from the database; and 
releasing software to release the semaphore after the visit information is retrieved* 

Claims 15-17 and 37-39 all include the feature of a semaphore. The Examiner has 
acknowledged that Hansen "fail[s] to disclose using a semaphore on the database for a time 
range; and releasing the semaphore after the visit information is stored/blocking an operation 
on the time range until the semaphore is released/using a semaphore on the database; 
retrieving the visit information from the database; and releasing the semaphore after the visit 
information is retrieved'* (see Office Action dated October 31, 2005, page 1 1). Instead, the 
Examiner cites to Foote for this element. 

To begin with, Foote is not analogous art. MPEP 2141.01 (a) provides that to rely on 
a reference under 35 U.S.C. § 103, it must be analogous prior art. Prior art is analogous art if 
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the reference is "in the field of applicant's endeavor or, if not, then be reasonably pertinent to 
the particular problem with which the inventor was concerned/* The MPEP cites to 
Medtronic, Inc. v. Caridac Pacemakers, 721 F.2d 1563, 220 U.S.P.Q. 97 (Fed. Cir. 1 983) as 
an example of art that was analogous because both references used circuits in high power, 
high frequency devices which inhibited the runaway of pulses from a pulse source. The court 
held that one of ordinary skill in the pacemaker designer art would look to the solutions of 
others when faced with a rate limiting problem. 

The present invention relates to storing network traffic information. In contrast, Foote 
relates to storing and updating configuration information about I/O cards. These fields are 
not analogous. 

Similarly, there is no logical reason for the present inventors to have considered the 
Foote patent when addressing the problem solved in the present application. Foote generates 
a memory image of the configuration state of an I/O card from its terminal base. When that 
I/O card is removed and a new I/O card inserted, the new card can be configured using the 
memory image. This has nothing to do with network traffic information. As Foote does not 
even address network traffic information, it would not make sense for the inventor of the 
present application to refer to Foote. 

In addition, while Foote does include the word "semaphore", Foote is not teaching a 
semaphore as claimed. According to claims 15 and 37, the semaphore is released when the 
visit information is stored; according to claims 17 and 39, the semaphore is released when the 
visit information is retrieved. In contrast, Foote teaches something called a "semaphore 
request time parameter". According to Foote, the semaphore requests time parameter 
"specifies the maximum time duration the I/O module control [sic] access to the register 
space" (column 5, lines 63-65). In other words, the Foote semaphore request time parameter 
indicates to a blocked process a time at which the semaphore will have been released by the 
process that had grabbed the semaphore. Put yet another way, the Foote semaphore is 
guaranteed to be released by its requestor no later than the time specified by the semaphore 
request time parameter (although another process might have grabbed the semaphore before 
the blocked process grabs the semaphore for itself). The claimed invention makes no such 
guarantee that the semaphore will ever be released, nor is any time parameter provided by 
which the process that has currently grabbed the semaphore will release it. 

The Examiner stated that 'Toote discloses this limitation , , . for the purpose of 
determining the times of subsequent access requests" (see Office Action dated October 3 1 , 
2005, page 1 1). But this is not the purpose of the semaphore in the claims. As stated in 



Docket No. 3561-084 Page 19 of 21 Application No. 10/010,627 

PAGE 20/24 1 RCVD AT 113012006 5:40:17 PM [Eastern Standard Time] * SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-6/34 * DNIS:2738300 * CSID:5032744622 * DURATION (mm-ss):0742 



'JAN-30-2006 MON 02:47 PH HARGER JOHNSON 



FAX NO. 5032744622 



P. 



claims 16 and 38, the purpose of the semaphore is to "block[] an operation on the time range 
until the semaphore is released". This distinction is subtle, but important. Foote guarantees a 
time at which the process currently holding the semaphore will have released it. The claims, 
on the other hand, use the semaphore to block the operation until the semaphore is released. 
Thus, in the claimed invention, it is theoretically possible for the operation to be blocked 
indefinitely by whatever currently holds the semaphore. This possibility does not exist in 
Foote. 

In addition, nowhere does Foote recite actively releasing the semaphore, and in fact> 
Foote does not require active release of the semaphore. The semaphore will be released 
automatically after the semaphore request time parameter has passed. In contrast, claims 15, 
17, 37, and 39 call for the (active) release of the semaphore by its holder. 

As neither Hansen nor Foote does not teach or suggest releasing a semaphore, or even 
a semaphore as claimed, claims 15-17, 37-39, and 52 are patentable under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
over Hansen in view of Foote. Accordingly, claims 15-17, 37-39, and 52 are allowable. 

Claim 18 is directed toward a method according to claim 1, wherein storing the visit 
information further includes taking a snapshot of a setting for the database for use in 
analyzing the visit information. 

Claim 40 is directed toward a computer-readable medium containing a program 
according to claim 23, wherein the storing software further includes snapshot software to take 
a snapshot of a setting for the database for use in analyzing the visit information. 

Claim 5 1 is directed toward an apparatus according to claim 45, the apparatus further 
comprising a snapshot of a setting for the database for use in analyzing the visit information. 

The Examiner cites to column 36, lines 37-39 of Foote as teaching a snapshot. 
According to the cited portion of Foote, u [t]he Snap Shot feature of the present invention 
allows the user to capture the state of a module bank for later use as a power up configuration 
upon the next power-up event." In other words, the use of Foote's snapshot is limited to 
power-up configuration at the next power-up event. In contrast, the claims recite the use of 
the snapshot in analyzing the visit information. This is distinguishable fiom Foote's use of 
the snapshot feature. 

As Foote does not teach or suggest using a snapshot in analyzing the visit 
information, claims 18, 40, and 51 are patentable under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Hansen in 
view of Foote. Accordingly, claims 18, 40, and 51 are allowable. 
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For the foregoing reasons, reconsideration and allowance of claims 1-6, 8-28, 30-53, 
55-56, and 58 of the application as amended is solicited. The Examiner is encouraged to 
telephone the undersigned at (503) 222-3613 if it appears that an interview would be helpful 
in advancing the case. 



MARGER JOHNSON & McCOLLOM, P.C. 
210 SW Morrison Street, Suite 400 
Portland, OR 97204 
503-222-3613 



Customer No. 20375 
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Respectfully submitted, 



MARGER JOHNSON & McCOLLOM, P.C 




Ariel S. Rogson 
Reg. No. 43,054 
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